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DETAILED ACTION 

1 . Claims 1 - 1 0 are in the application. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 

2. The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set forth in 
section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and the prior art are 
such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the invention was made to a person 
having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. Patentability shall not be negatived by the 
manner in which the invention was made. 

3. Claims 1 and 2 arc rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Brown 
(5,315,948) in view of Baudet (6,302,044). 

Brown discloses a sail 5 designed to be rolled on a reel . Means 6 is provided and 
designed to be thicker in cross section along the middle and thinner in the ends creating 
an additional volume in the central part of the reel. Baudet discloses a sail construction 
wherein the sail is produced from transverse and longitudinal fibers 24, 26 incorporated 
between two films 32, 42, generally as in claim 2. 

In view of these disclosures, it would have been obvious to one having ordinary skill in 
the art at the time the invention was made to substitute for the sail of Brown with a sail 
constructed generally as taught by Baudet. The specific materials used in the fibers and 
the films are deemed to have been obvious matters of design choice to one having 
ordinary skill in the art. The motivation for substituting the sail would be to provide a 
more durable sail. 

The recitation "non-deformable in compression" referring to the longitudinal fibers and 
the transverse fibers are deemed to be statements of desired functional result. The fibers 
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of the above combination could be said to be capable of resisting compression, albeit a 
very small compression force. 

4. Claims 1-3, 9, and 10 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 

Crall (3,749,043) in view of Baudet (6,302,044). 

Crall discloses a sail 1 8 designed to be rolled on a reel 26 . The reel 26 is provided and 
designed to be thicker in cross section along the middle and thinner in the ends creating 
an additional volume in the central part of the reel. The reel consists of a generally 
biconical configuration as shown in figure 3. Baudet discloses a sail construction 
wherein the sail is produced from transverse and longitudinal fibers 24, 26 incorporated 
between two films 32, 42, generally as in claim 2. 

In view of these disclosures, it would have been obvious to one having ordinary skill in 
the art at the time the invention was made to substitute for the sail of Crall with a sail 
constructed generally as taught by Baudet. The specific materials used in the fibers and 
the films are deemed to have been obvious matters of design choice to one having 
ordinary skill in the art. The motivation for substituting the sail would be to provide a 
more durable sail. The recitation "non-deformable in compression" referring to the 
longitudinal fibers and the transverse fibers are deemed to be statements of desired 
functional result. The fibers of the above combination could be said to be capable of 
resisting compression, albeit a very small compression force. To form the sail from a 
single piece of fabric would have been an obvious matter of design choice to one having 
ordinary skill in the art. 
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5. Claim 4 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Crall (3,749,043) 
in view of Baudet (6,302,044), as applied to claim 1 above, and further in view of Nic (Fr 
2,676,984). 

The use of slats in sails is well known in the art. Although most slats are arranged 
perpendicularly to the luff, other configurations are used, as in Nic, wherein the slats are 
located in an "up-down" configuration and parallel to the luff. To provide the sail of 
Crall with slats arranged parallel to the luff would have been an obvious matter of design 
choice to one having ordinary skill in the art. It is noted that Nic was cited by applicant. 

6. Claims 5, 7, and 8 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Crall 
(3,749,043) in view of Baudet (6,302,044), as applied to claim 1 above, and further in view of 
Shapland (4,269,134). 

Shapland discloses a sail mounted on a reel located on the luff. The reel is provided with 
a fairing forming an aerofoil and having spoilers 27. In view of these disclosures, it 
would have been obvious to one having ordinary skill in the art to provide the reel of 
Crall with a fairing generally as taught by Shapland. The use of a fairing would have 
been desirable to create an aerodynamic structure for the flow of wind around the mast. 
Response to Arguments 

7. Applicant's arguments filed 10/17/2007 have been fully considered but they are not 
persuasive. 

Applicant argues that neither Brown nor Baudet make reference to longitudinal and transverse 
fibers in the sail fabric that resist compression. The recitation in the claims of "transverse and 
longitudinal fibers resistive to compression" merely present a statement of desired functional 
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result. Neither the claims nor the disclosure define the amount of compression that the fibers 
are capable of resisting. The fibers of the sail in Baudet could be said to be made of longitudinal 
and transverse fibers which resist some degree of compression, however minimal. On the other 
hand the use of different fibers having different characteristics in the construction of sails is well 
known in the art. The following link fittp://etLWt£ipedfa.org/'m&/Saik(bt(i offers a 
discussion of different types of materials used in the construction of different types of sails. 

8. With reference to claim 4, applicant argues that Ketterman does not show the battens 
parallel to the luff. It is our position that Ketterman properly teaches the arrangement of the slats 
in a different configuration than just parallel to the foot of the sail. Nonetheless, applicant's cited 
reference to Nic clearly taught the feature of the slats being parallel to the luff. 

9. Although no art was applied to claims 6 and 8, these claims were deemed indefinite as 
noted in paragraph 3 of the previous Office Action. 

10. Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to Jesus D. Sotelo whose telephone number is 571-272-6686. The 
examiner can normally be reached on Mon. - Fri. 6:00 AM - 3:00 PM. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, Mr. Samuel J. Morano can be reached on 571-272-6684. The fax phone number for 
the organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 571-273-8300. 
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Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the Patent 
Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for published applications 
may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. Status information for unpublished 
applications is available through Private PAIR only. For more information about the PAIR 
system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should you have questions on access to the Private PAIR 
system, contact the Electronic Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). If you would 
like assistance from a USPTO Customer Service Representative or access to the automated 
information system, call 800-786-9199 (IN USA OR CANADA) or 571-272-1000. 
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